
















































INVESTIGATION OF THE OGEECHEE ROAD BRIDGE REPIACEMENT 

region. While the settlement system is very similar to 

that of the Late Woodland, there are also nucleated 
settlements found near eshtaries and along freshwater 
rivers further inland. Although agriculture is seen by 
many as almost essential, there is no good evidence for 
corn or other domesticated crops. 

Savannah II is distinguished by the 
introduction of check stamping and Savannah III is 
defined by the presence of complicated stamping. The 
Savannah III Complicated Stamped pottery is primarily 
curvilinear, often of concentric circles or oval motifs. 

Sassaman el al. (1990:207) suggest that the current 
temporal ranges are likely too restrictive for these 

subphases and suggest instead broader period of perhaps 
AD. 1100 to 1200 for Savannah II and perhaps AD. 
1200 to 1300 for Savannah III. 

The Savannah phase gives way to what is often 
called the Irene Phase, probably beginning about AD. 
1300. The Irene I Phase is identili.ed by the appearance 
of Irene Complicated Stamped pottery using the filfot 
cross and line block motifu. Not only are these motifs 
different from the earlier Savannah Complicated 
Stamped design., but the Irene ware is charaoterized by 
grit inclusioru and a coarse texture, compared to the 
Savannah's sandy inclusions and fine to medium.­

grained paste. 

Also present in Irene collections are a range of 
rim decorations, including nodes, rosettes, and fillet 

appliques. Although incising is found in very low 
quantities during this eady period, the succeeding Irene 
II phase is characterized by bold incising. The mouth of 
the Savannah River, however, was likely abandoned by 
the end of the Irene I Phase since little incising is found 
in this area. 

Larson (1955) sought lo distinguish his 
central coastal Pine Harbor incised material from the 
Irene wares of the northern coast. Braley (1990:98) 
ouggests that the Pine Harbor material is both 
geographically and temporally distinct from Irene. He 
also suggests that the presence of the Pine Harbor 
Phase on the middle coast may help explain the 
apparent abandonn1ent of the Savannah area, 

suggesting that the coastal groups shifted southwa.d in 

order to make themselves more accessible to the interior 
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Oconee chiefdomJl (Braley 1990:99). 

The situation, however, become considerably 

more muddled when the view is shifted inland - to the 
Pine Barrens in the vicinity of Fort Stewart, for 
example. Schnell and Wright explain that "almost 
nothing can be found in the literature" (Schnell and 
Wright 1993:41). 

Using data from several Ocmulgee Big Bend 
sites, they note that there iB a small collection of aord 
marked pottery, sometimes incorporated in an 
assemblage of plain and roughened wares, which dates 
from perhaps A.D. 800 to AD. 1400 - fslling within 
the temporal limits of the Mississippian. They note that 
Crook, who defined a Middle Ocmulgee Phase dating 
from AD. 200 lo about 900 and a Late Ocmulgee 
Phase from about AD. 900 to 1600, distinguisheo the 
two by increasing frequencies of triangular points and 
cord marked pottery. They also note that Crook 
suggests these occupations are associated with 

cultural adaptations - an argument 
simJar to that advanced for the late occurrence of St. 
Catherines wares along the South Carolina coast. 

Snow, also exploring the Ocmulgee and Satilla 
rivec drainages, defines what he calls the Square Ground 
Lamar ceramic assemblage which appareritly is coeval 
with late Irene (Snow 1990). Prior to this, the area is 
apparently dominated by the cord marked Ocmulgee !II 
pottery. The Square Ground wares have 10 to 12 
incised lines around the rim and below a stamp 
consisting of a central dot with four lines radiating out. 
Each of the resulting four quadrants is usually filled 
with chevrons (Snow 1990:Figure 5). He suggests that 
the 11 Square GroWld Lamar pottery may equate with 
[the] Hitchiti people" of the lower Ocmulgee (Snow 
1990:87). 

Protohistoric and Historic Contact 

The Protobstoric ceramic assemblages along 

the inunediate coast are typically identili.ed as Altamaha 
(DePratter 1979), King George (Caldwell I 943), San 
Marcos (Smith 1948), and Sunderland Bluff (Larson 
1978). The period is often dated from about AD. 1550 
to 1700, although Green (1991:106) argues that 
minimally it should be extended to 1715 in order to 
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include the Yemassee-produced pottery of South 
Carolina and perhaps even as late as 1763 to coincide 
with Smith's (1948) St. Augustine period. 

Regardless of precise dating, the ware is 

thought to include complicated stamping (including 
rectilinear and curvilinear motifs), check stamping, 
incifilng, plain, burnished plain, and a red fibned ware. 
Green suggests a continuum from Irene to Altarnaha. 

Vessel forms include jars, bowls, plates, a.nd pitchers. 
Some include strap and loop handles as well as foot 
rings, clearly revealing a airong European .influence. 
The San Marcos pottery is associated with limestone 
tempering, while the Altamaha and King George wares 
exhibit fine grit or sand. 

Snow (1990,92-93) reports a dramatic 
decrease in the number of Altamaha sites compared to 
the preceding Square Ground sites in the Pine Barrens 
of the Ocmulgee Big Bend area, He also notes that in 
addition to Altamaha ceraroi,cs, there are also examples 

of 11 Miller ceramics from the Apalachee n~gio-n of 
northwest florid.a," 11a smoothed-over check stamped 

ware, similar to Leon Check Stamped from mission 

sites in north Florida" and even 110cmulgee Check 
Stamped known from the Macon Plateau site." Also 
present are 11Euiopean trade items such as g\ru;s beads 

and copper11 (Snow 1990:93). All are representative of 
European contact and suggest that there ~ 
considerabl~ movement kte in the history of the region. 
From the historic period, Snow reports the presence of 
both Ocmulgee Fields, Chattahoochee Brushed, 
Mission Red Filmed, and Leon-Jeffereon Complicated 
Stamped pottery - all presumably associated with 
Creek sites (Snow 1990,93). Unfortunately, little more 
than the presence of these various wares is known about 
the historic or contact period sites in the area. 

A Brief Hislorv of the Citv and Project Area 

By the second quarter of the eighteenth 
century South Carolina had risen to such economic, if 
not political, importance, that it was easential for its 
plantation and trade network lo be buffered from the 
Spanish holdings in Florida (Coleman 1976,169-170). 
In addition, establishing such a buffer colony would 
serve the goal of making productive colonists out of the 
growing numhec of English poor urban dwellecs - a 

major philanthropic concept which also worked to 
ensure al least short-term political stability in the 
Mother Country. Finally, the colony would establish 
new territory for meraantJe enterprises, essential to 

England1s economy. Consequently, George II granted a 

21-year charter lo the "Trustees for Establishing the 
Colony of Georgia, 11 a group of prominent noblemen 
and political leaders (including several members of the 
House of Commons who succeeded in raising 

Parliamentary support and funding for the new colony). 
James Edward Oglethorpe, a young and ambitious 
member of Commons selected to lead the colony, was 

personally responsible for organizing the venture and 
accompanied the fu:.t 120 settlers to Georgia during the 
winier of 1732-33. 

Oglethorpe selected Savannah, known by the 
Indian name of Yamacraw Bluff, as the location of the 
settlement. It possessed an array of essential features -

close proximity to South Carolina, well drained soil, a 
good water supply, an excell~nt harbor, easy int~rior 
communication, and easy assess to coastal islands. It 
was also already well known to Indian traders and was 
defensible, should the need arise (Spalding 1977,10). 

Savannah was apparently laid out usffiB a plan 
developed by Oglethorpe which emphasized regularity -
a uni~al order common to the Georgian mind-set. 

Central to th:lii organization was a square, the center of 
the town ward, around which were four tythings and 
fouc trust lots. The four trust lots were initially intended 
to serve the 11public goad" and most of the early p~lic 
buildings were situated on theee lots. A tything 
COnBisted of 10 town lots of equal size, divided by a 
narrow lane providing rear lot access. Each male settler 

would receive: 

- a town lot containing 60 feet in 

front, 90 feet in depth, a garden lot 
embracing 5 acres, and a farm 

containing 44 acres and 141 poles, 

50 acres in all (Lockwood 
l 934JI,267). 

By 1736 the town had begun to grow, albeit 
slowly. Fra.ncis Moore described the town as: 

built of wood; all of the houses of the 
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first forty free holders are of the 
same size with that Mr. Oglethorpe 
lives in, but there are great numbers 
built since, I believe one hundred or 
one hundred and fifty; many of these 
are muah larger, some two or three 

stories high .... the lots are fenced 
in with split pales; some few people 
have palisades of turned wooed before 
their doors . . . . Those who have 
cleared their five acre lots- have made 

a very great profit out of them by 
greens, roots, and corn. Several have 
improved the cattle they had at first, 
and have now five or six tame coWEI 

(quoted in Gamble 1901:30). 

By the 1750s Savannah had grown and 
DeBraham described its organization: 

she is laid out 2, 115 by 1,425 feet 
square in her Bounds, th.is again in 
24 Tidings [tythings], each of them 
in 10, in all 240, and 48 T ruslee 

Lots, with six Market Places, each 
315 by 270 feet square. Three broad 
Streets 7 5 feet wide, runrilng 
perpendicular from the Bay, and 
three other 75 feet wide parallel with 
the Bay, centrically crossing each 

other, divides the City in six equal 
Quarters, eaeh Quarter had fonr 
Tidings, each Tiding is run through 
(parallel to the Bay) by a hue 221h 
feet wide, each half Tiding Consists 
in five contiguous Lots, each Tiding 

as well as T ruBtee Lot is 60 feet in 
front, and 90 feet in depth. T ruslee 
Lots are divided from each other as 

well as from the Tiding Lots by 
Streets 75 & 371h feet wide 
(DeVorsey 1971:52). 

This arrangement of open areas and wide 
streets was designed to provide adequate light and air, 

hopefully making Savannah a healthier location than 
many on the coast. It al.o offered the strategic 
advantages of a compacl1 defensive settlement, while the 
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squares reduced long attack vistas. In addition, it is clear 

tat Utopian tendencies aze also p'.l'.esent 1n the identical 

size of the lots, equal access to "public good11 lots, park 
areas, artd granting (not selling) of lots. It was also 
hoped that limiting the size of la11d holdings would 
promote a large male population capable of quickly 

forming a large stand~ militia. Georgia was to be a 
state of yeoman farmers, not aristocratic planters. AB 

parl of this overall policy, the trustees prohibited slavery, 
in order to ensure self-sufficiency. 

This program of development placed Georgians 
under a distinct economic disadvantage con1pared to 
their South Carolina neighbors just across the 

Savannah River. Of conrse it didn't help that the 
earliest agricultnral pursuits - sJk culture and wine 
production - were ill-conceived failures. The economy 
was generally stagnant and interior settlements failed to 

thrive. When the colony's charter was surrendered in 

1752, the population was onfy 3,000 people (including 
800 slaves). 

A porlion of the project area, situated on the 
edge of town, was first granted to Thoma~ Robinson, 
who was sent to the Colony in 1750-1751 "to promote 
the Culture of SJk in the Most effectual manner." In 
order to encourage his activities, he was given a stipend 
and a 500 acre grant. CurioUBly, he selected \anda not 
adaptable to mulberry groves, but rather lands suitable 
for rice cultnre laying along Musgrove Creek. This 
plantation, which he called Rawcliffe included al least 
200 acres of rice land and al least 200 acres of upland 
soil suitable for proviaion crops (Savannah Unit, 

Georgia Writers' Project 1943:89-90). 

Over the next several years Robinson 

continued to acquire land as the Colony continued to 

encourage his efforts. In March l 7b2, after Georgia 
reverted to the Crown, 1,000 acres of Rawckffe and 

another tract, called Mulberry, were conveyed by the 
Crown to Robins0n with the grant noting the tracts 
would be known by the name of "the Royal Vale" 
(Savannah Unit, Georgia Writera' Project 1943:91). 
These la11ds abutted what is today Fahm Street lo the 
west, taking in all of what would become the S&O 
Canal lands from the Savannah River southward to the 
Augusta Highway. Robinson held bis tract for only 
days, selling it to Lachlan McGJlivray for £1,335. 
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McGJlivray, a noted Indian trader, had previoUBly 
acquired a tract to the south of Vale Royal, known ae 
Springfield. Combining these tracts, McGillivray buJt 
up his rice cultivation on Royal Vale, while farming at 
leaet portions of Springfield (Savannah Unit, Georgia 
Writers' Project 1 Q43:92-93). 

lTnder Royal 11pa.tronage 11 the economy of 

Georgia stabilized, and commercial functions began to 
expand into new areas. One of the most significant 
changes wae the development of a slave-based plantation 
society. The city had grown to 400 dwellings by 1766 
and was divided into two suburbs - to the west was 

Y amacraw, named for the Indians, while to the east was 
the T TUBtees' Garden, named for the knde set aside for 
garden lots. Coupled with this growth was Savannah's 
entrance into the shipping economy. By 1773 there 

were 25 ocean-going vesse~ registered to Georgians. In 
that year 225 vesseb exported over 11,000 toru of 
good. from Savannah (Coleman 1976:220; Gamble 
1 Q01:33). Ae a result of this economic surge, Savannah 
saw increast<l architectural refinement and new buJding 
(see Honerkamp et al. 1983 :24 for a review of buJding 
fonru, espectally on the Tything Lots). 

Ae Jam es Vernon McDonough observed, 
"Georgia revolted against England out of sympathy for 
the other colonies rather than because of any grievances 

of her own (McDonough 1950:17), indicating that 
politically, economically, and especially socially, 
Georgians held strong ties to the Mother Country. This 
economic and demographic interruption cu.lminated 
with the British occupation of Savannah between 1779 
and 1782. 

During the loss of Savannah, the project area 
saw military action as General Robert Howe's troops 

retreated through the burial ground (now known ae 
Colonial Cemetery or Park) but were lir,.d on by British 
hoops to the east. The American forces turned to the 

west, attempting to make their way down the Ogeechee 
Road. A number, however, headed for Musgrove Creek, 
in an effort to make a safe retreat out of British hand.. 
Hitting the creek al !ugh tide many refused to swim the 
waler and were either killed or captured by the British. 
Others, in an eHort to swim the creek, were drown 

(Gamble 1901:44; Lawrence 1952:321-322). 

A map from this battle reveal. that whJe the 
City continued growing along the waterfront, there wae 
virtually no development in the project area, which 
remained rural, isolated, and probably quite wet. 

In September and October of 1779 Savannah 
was again under attack, but this time it was by 
American and French forces that were attempting to 

retake the oily. After a disaslroWl assault, the French 
and Americans withdrew, leaving Savannah in the 
hand. of the British. The battle is rather simply 
described by Johnson: 

Had the French marched into 
Savannah when they first landed, 
there would have been little or no 
resistance - had they immediately 
assailed the British intrencbnents, 

when the surrender was refused, they 
could have been carried with ease and 
but little loss. But the Count 
concluded to give them a month tor 
the completion of their fortifications, 
then attempted to storm them, and 
was shamefully beaten. The whole 
was miserably conducted and 
arranged (John,on 1851:239). 

Ae a result, Savannah was held untJ the 
British chose to evacuate the City on July 10 and 11, · 
1782. The move, at that time, was krgely made becaUBe 
the British troops were needed elsewhere, not becaUBe of 

any success on the part of the American troops to 
endanger the British forces. Some Savannah Tories 
easily changed sides, wanting to stay in Georgia, whJe 

others left with the British troops, finding their way to 
East Florida or the West Indies (Coleman 1976:86). 

Savannah recovered quickly after the American 

Revolution and by 1800 the town had grown to 5,146 
inhabitants. In spite of rather frequent outbreaks of 
yellow fever (see the discussions in the Environment of 

the City discussions), the town continued to grow to a 
popuktion of over 22,000 by the eve of the Civil War. 
In spite of this prosperity, Savannah continued to be 

overshadowed by Charleston. Haunlon (1968:2) 
attributes this to the lack of credit and marketing 
facilities in Savannah - in 1823 1 for example, 
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Savannah could boast of only three bank. and a single 
insurance company. Savannah still obtained its water 

from well., chiefly sunk in the public squares. There 
were no public lights and garbage was carted to the 
commons. During the swruner scavengers were hired to 
haul the trash to the edge of the city. Roads were still 
primarily dirt and every rain caUBed conBiderable erosion 
not only in the streets, but al.o along the Savannah 
bluff (Gamble 1901:64). Activities in the survey 
corridor, however, were far from quiet. 

Needing a quick infusion of caBh after the 
Revolution, Georgia began lo immediately sell off 

confiscated royalist l.nds, including the large Royal Vale 
and Springfield tracts of McGillivray, which had been 
claimed by the Whig government on April 19, 1775. 
The purchaBer was Joseph Clay, a Savannah merchant 
and pay-master-general for the Southern District of the 
Continental Army. The name of Royal Vale was 

changed to Vale Royal, which was applied to both tracts. 
Clay built his mansion on the east bank of MU!lgrove 
Creek, apparently in the vicinity of East Bay Street, 
jU!l! west of Falun Street: 

with gacderui on the east and at the 
rear, this house, an impressive three­

story building on a basement, faced 
westward, affording a view of the 
distant rice fields. It was in pact to 
these Vale Royal rice lands that 
President Washington had reference 
when he arrived in Savannah in 

1791 apd wrote in his diary that the 
city was "surrounded with cultivated 
Rice Fields which have a rich and 
luxurious appearance" (Savannah 

Unit, Georgia Writers' Project 
lq43:97). 

Joseph Clay continued the operation of the 
plantation untJ his death in 1804, at which time the 
lands were devised to his heirs, with Joseph StJes, 
WJliam Wallace, and Thomas Cununmgs appointed 
administrators. A division of the estate, however, was 

impossible given the large number of heirs who had 
claims on the properly. Consequentlyr the tract was 
placed on the market. Described as: 

---

the very valuable plantation and tract 
of Land called Vale Royal . . . 
containing about 1000 acres of 
which 460 were tide and inland 
swamp, the remainder prime Cotton 

land" 

it al.o included Springfield (described as "farm and 
garden lots'1 and several additional tracts (Savannah 
Unit, Georgia Writers' Project 1943:99-100). 

In 1806 Springfield was sold to Ralph Clay 
and Vale Royal was •old to Benjacnin Maurice. 
Mauriae's lands were quit-claimed to Joseph Stiles and 
apparently Clay's purchase was also conveyed to Stiles 

- both apparently working to help StJes avoid the legal 
rules precluding an administrator from becoming a 

purcha.Eer at his own sale. 

StJes worked diligently to make his new tracts 
profitable. cA!though he planted cotton, it h.., been 
suggested that he thought rice cultivation was far more 
profitable. The 1812 HoUJltoun map shows the rice 
fields of Vale Royal, as well as MUBgrove Creek. At the 
end of a causeway to the creek is a rice mill and on the 
opposite shore are cotton fields. ThIB map, however, 
faJs to show the projecl .uea, which was still fay outside 
the city limits of Savannah. The Ogeechee Road was 

then known as the "Road from Great Ogeechee 
Bridge." 

JU!l! as.StJes began to see a profit, the City of 
Savannah intervened, announcing in 1817 their 
intention to prohibit "wet and water culture11 within 3 

miles of the city. This move, at the cos! of about $14 
per person in the City (to compensate owners of rice 

lands) was taken to increase the healthfulness of the city 
(Meade 1980:82; see also Harden 1981 :365-366). 
Gamble notes that the law, whJe having an almost 
immediate impact on the number of deaths and 
Jlnessea, was far from widely applauded. StJea agreed to 
limit his rice cultivation, sbfling efforts to brick 
making and cotton. He continued to operate his rice 

mJJ. and appacently did not take any real steps to drain 
his lands. In fact, there is some indication that he 

continued to grow rice on dry culture lands. Eventually 
the Savannah action to limit wet culture found its way 

into the Courts, which ruled against the city. In 1830 
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the city petitioned the Stale Legislate lo pass a bJJ 
allowing them lo slop the cultivation of rice within tbeir 
limits. Gamble notes that: 

the law was especially desired lo reach 
tbe Springfield plantation, owned by 
Mr. Stiles, with whom the City was 

continually al loggerheads over his 
dry culture conlraols, until finally in 

1834 suits against him succeeded in 

fully establishing the sufficiency of 
the conlraols (Gamble 1901: 146). 

Stiles apparently ~ade some effort to begin 
draining his fields and several maps of the period show 
11 Stiles Canal11 following the course of the present 
Springfield Canal. StJes died in 1838 leaving Vale 
Royal to one set of his chJdren and Springfield to 

· another. Neither group did much with their inheritance, 
both because of extensive indebtedness against the 

properly and because of the various limitations on the 
use of the land. It seems that they found subdivision 
and land sales were far more profitable than agriculture 
(Savannah Unit, Georgia Writers' Projeot 1943:104-
105). 

In April 1850 an agreement was worked out 
between the Stiles heirs and the City of Savannah to 
purchase all 960 acres of Springfield Plantation. 
Gamble notes that: 

a large canal was ordered dug lo drain 
the low lands and tbe plantation was 

divided into lot., appraised and 
offered for sale except the high land. 
This the committee recommended 
should be laid out for a cemetery, and 
that famJies having dead in tbe old 
ce1netery should be given lots free in 

the new cemetery on the condition 
that they removed tbeir dead there,2 

the other cemetery lots being sold a 

2 There was growing concern that !:he 11 old cemetecy-11 

at the corner of Abercorn and Oglethorpe was not only 
unhealthy and full, hut waB also in poor condition (see 
Trick!ey and Hacker 1999a, 19991). 

nominal oosl (Gamble 1901:205). 

The large canal that Gamble mentioru was, of 
course Springfield Canal, linking up with the portion 
already excavated and called StJes Canal. Through 
time, parts of this canal were also known as Minis 

Canal, again for the properly owner through which it 
flowed. 

Prior to tbs, however, portionB of the project 
area were dramatically altered by the construction of the . 
Savannah and Ogeechee (S&O) Canal. The need for 
the canal was intimately linked with the expansion of 
Georgia, including the lotteries for land ceded by 
Native Americans. AB the state grew, so too did the 
reliance on waterways for transport of good and crops. 
After a number of fake starts, the canal was completed 
in 1830. But the problems were far from over, shoddy 
construction caused repeated failures of locks and 

embankments. Creditors demanded returns on their 

investments, and the Savannah community began 
referring to it as "the Folly." The final crushing blow 
waa ratlroad fever, which siphoned off investors. In 
1836 the canal was bankrnpt and was sold at a sheriff's 
sale. 

The new management replaced wooded locks 
witb brick ones, deepened the channel, and reworked the 
embankments lo widen the tow path. By tbe early 
1840s the canal was beginning to be a recognized 
eoonqmi(j asset. The canal remained operational for 
most of the Civil War. ~ Sherman made his advances 

on Savannah, the S&O was not only the scene of 
several skirmishes, but was also extensively damaged 

{Hendricks and Spool.tra 1997 :n. p.). Nevertheless, but 
1866 the canal was once again in operation and by 
1876 it was noted that the canal was "paying properly 
and very useful to the city of Savannah11 (Janes 
1876:178). In 1888 the canal was purchased by the 
Central of Georgia RaJway which suspended canal 
traffic and used the canal basin al the Savannah end for 
its Ocean Steamship Company. Portions of the river 

lock were removed, the canal was deepened, and the 
baein was erlended lo create a boat dock (although mos! 
of these activities were outside the project area). 

By the twentieth century the canal was largely 
abandoned, with many areas being filled in for housing 
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m road projects. In 1933 WP Acres drained portions of 
the canal, constructed a previoUBly documented 
floodgate (see Trinkley l 99b) and connected the S&O 
to the Springfield Canal as part of a drainage and flood 
control project that "3 stJI in operation (and which has 
created the need for tb current study) (Hendricks and 
Spoolstra 1997:n.p.). 

Returning to the remainder of Stiles' 
Springfield Plantation purchased by the City in 1850, 
a contest was devised in early 1851 to solicit cemetery 

plans. The winning entry waa by J.O. MorBe, a 
Northern engineer in the city wo:rking on the new water 
plant at the edge of Musgrove Creek. Mores waa also 
paid to survey the cemetery (wbich was laid out to be 
about 102 acres) and WJliam George, a landscape 
gardener, was hired to lay out the plan. By June 1851 
the cemetery was named Laurel Gi:ove and in August a 
building was approved for the keeper (Gamble 
1901:20b). 

Originally 4 acres, later increased to 15 (and 
eventually increased to 35 a.ores), were set aside for the 
city's black population and tb portion of the cemetery 
came to be known M Laurel Grove South. At leMt 
some of this extension may have been made in 1877, 
although an additional extension was ordered again in 

1881 (Gamble 1901:213).3 Bodies from the City's 
potters field, the 11negro cemetery, 11 and at least some 
from the old cemetery (at Abercorn and Oglethorpe) 
were moved lo Laurel Grove (Gamble 1901:207). 

The interruption of the Civil War and the 
city's occupation by Union hoops did not dramatically 
change the project area, although it certainly worked to 
halt economic development. Perhaps an even greater 
force than Sherman was yellow fever and the epidemic 

of 1876 finally forced Savannah to take dramatic steps 
to drain the areas s\lirounding the city (see 1Jsinger 

1944). However, the 1871 B;rd's Bye View of the C;ty 
of Savanna/1 reveals that the project area had not 

changed much since the 1850s. Development waa 

creepinjl toward the canal, but largely avoided the 
immediate area. 

3 Eventually Laurel Grove, according to Gamble 
(1901,386) accounted fa, 117.9 acres. 
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At that tin1e the only portion of the 
Springfield Canal that had been constructed w"'3 that 
portion from about the present location of l-16 
northward to Musgrove Creek. Constructed by Joseph 
Stiles at the urging of the City to drain b wet culture 
lands tb section remained unaltered for nearly 50 
years until these new efforts to drain Musgrove Creek 

and Sprmgfield Plantation. Earlier attempts to deal 
with the problems by constructing brick and wood 
sewers {see DePratter and Doyon 1984:22-24) were 
generally unsuccessful, although considerable effort was 
spent digging canals and erecting floodgates. 

Review of the various municipal reports reveals 
that the City yearly fought to gain control over its wet, 
poorly drained areas. In 1887 there were complaints 
that the weeds in the canals "grow very rapidly," and 
ahnost yero-ly there were accounts of the efforts to clean 
the various Springfield Canal ditches. 

Throughout these reports there are also brief 
mentions of Ogeechee Road, wbich was paved with shell 
up to 1 Q09, when the shell was replaced with gravel 
(Tiedeman 1909:181). 

By 1891 a report waa issued on the problem 
(Blandford 1891) and recommendations were made to 
extend Stiles Canal and empty it into the S&O Canal. 
In fact at least some portions of th"3 plan were already 
in place by 1888 (Figure 4), since tb view reveals the 
canal was already excavated to Laurel Grove Cemetery. 
While not discussed by DePratler and Doyon (who 
contend that the Springfield Canal slopped at the 
Backwater Dam until alter Blandford', 1891 report), ,1 

seems possible that individual property owners were 
constructing segments of the canal independently of 
government overview. This might explain why the 
Springfield Canal, in the vicinity of Laurel Grove, was 

known as the Min"3 Canal, alter the landowner of the 
period just south and west of Laurel Grove. 

Regardless, by the early twentieth century the 

efforts to tame yellow fever through drainage had just 
about been wbn. S/10/es Map of t/ze City of Savannah 
from 1900 reveals that the canal was completed, was 
still going under the SE-IO Canal, and waa still emptying 
into the Savannah through its own system. 
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Figure 4. Portion of the 1888 Map of t/ie C;ty of Savanna/1 and Vicin;ty showing the project area. 
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Coupled with 
these efforts, the City 
was also working to 

drain Laurel Grove 
(Gamhle 19010385). 
much of which was so 
wet that water frequently 
stood on graves and the 

caretaker complained 
that graves could often 
not be dug deeper than 
two feet. A major 
drainage through the 
cemetery was canalized, 

with several feeder canal. 
excavated. Coupled with 
the completion of the 
Springfield Canal this 
seems to have 

dramatically improved 
the cemetery's drainage. 

In spite of the improved 
drainage, the cemetery 

was not expanded and 
inBtead purchased 
Bonaventure Cemetery 

(begun as a private 
cemetery in 1850) in 

1907 (Toledano 
19970165-166). 

' 
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I 
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igure 5. Portion of the 1 cno Map of tlw C;ty of Savanna/1 and Vicin;ty showing the proje 
area. 

Thel910Map 
of t/,. C;ty of Savanna/1 reveal. that the Springfield 
Canal was complete and that development VJaS 

beginning to overtake the newly drained Springfield 
land. (Figure 5). DePratler and Doyon note that the 
exact date that the Springfield Canal is connected to the 
S&O Canal isn't known, but sll!lgest that it had 
occurred by at least 1945 (DePratler and Doyon 
1984026). A. previoUB]y mentioned, it seemE reasonable 
that this was undertaken as a WP A project, associated 
with the filling of Gays Lock Number 2 on the S&O 
alignment. 

Development during the twentieth century was 

d,.matic compared to that of the last half of the 
nineteenth cenhuy. It was, however, largely confined to 
industrial tracts and small, low-income housing projects 
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around the Springfield Canal (T rink!ey 1997). In the 
current project area there is very little accessible 

information since the Sanborn Insurance Maps fail to 

note any struchlres. Even as late as 1954, while several 

small dwellings are shown along Ogeechee Road, the 
bridge over the Springfield Canal is not shown. 

In 1913 the municipal report explained that 
Savannah was responsible for five main bridges, 
including the Bay Street Bridge (over the S&O Canal), 
the River Street Bridge, the Bay Street Bridge over 
Musgrove Creek, the Louisville Road over the S&O 
Canal, and the Railroad Street Bridge, al.o ave' the 
S&O Canal. In addition, the report noted that the City 
"owns and maintains seven other wooden bridges from 

22 to 50 feet" in length (Davant l 913o07?-'.l'.l3). One 



of these must have been 
the bridge over the 
Springfield Canal al 
Ogeechee Road. By 
1914 the City wae 
complaining that 
"wooden bridges or even 

wooden-floored bridges 
are costly to maintain, 

and the remaining small 
wooden bridges as fast as 

they ,,;ay have lo be 
replaced should be 
reconstructed of more 

permanent material 

{Davant 1914:263). 

From 1Ql5 on 
through the la.t available 
municipal report in 

1923 there iB no 

mention of the 

Ogeechee Road bridge 
aaross the Springfield 
Canal. Nor does there 
seem to be any 

information concerning 

the bridge in any of the 
various city tiles we 

consulted. Nevertheless, 
by 1961 the bridge is 

shown as a culvert -

,. .,,. 

PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC OVERVIEW 

Cigure 6. Portion of the 1961 Atlas of Laurel Grove Cemetery, Savanna/i, Georgia, Colo"" 
Section, showing the culvert for the Minis Canal at Ogeechee Road. 

presumably describing the existing structure {Figure 6). 

This suggests that the brick arched culvert over 
the Springfield Canal at Ogeechee Street wae 

constructed sometime between 1914 and 1961. 
Although uncertain, we suepect that it, like many of the 
other drainage improvements, may have been a WP A 
project and there is no remaining documentation. 
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RESEARCH METHODS 

Introduction 

A. previoUBly indicated, the primary goals of 
this survey are to identify, record, and assess the 

significance of archaeological and architectural sites 

within the proposed area of potential effect (APE), 
which for this proje_ct was as an area about 50 feet on 
each side of the bridge replacement. 

Archaeological sites will be evaluated for 
further work based on the eligibility criteria for the 
National Register of Historic Places. Chicora 
Foundation only provides an opinion of National 

Regi.ter eligibility and the final determination iii made · 
by the lead permitting agency in coDBultation with the 
State Historic Preservation Officer at the Historic 

Preservation Division of the Georgia Deparhnent of 

Natural Resonrce!3. 

The criteria for eligibility to the National 
Regiiiter of Historic Places is described by 36CFRb0.4, 
which states: 

the quality of significance in 
American history, architecture, 
archaeology, engineering, and culture 
is _present in dismcts, sites, buildings, 
structures, and objects that possess 

integrity of location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and 
association, and 

a. that are associated with events that 

have made a signi&cant contribution 

to the broad patterns of our history; 
or 

b. that are associated with the lives of 
persons significant in our past; or 

c. that embody the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or 

method of conshuclion or that 

represent the work of a master, or 

that possess high artistic values, or 

that represent a significant and 

di.tinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual 

distinction; or 

d. that have yielded, or may be likely 
to yield, information important in 

prehistory or history. 

National Regist~r BuOetin 36 (Townsend et al. 
1993) provides an evaluative process that contains five 

steps for forming a clearly defined explicit rationale for 
either an archaeological site's e4gibility or lack of 
eligibility. Briefly, these s\eps are: 

• identification of the site's data sets 
or categories of archaeological 

information suoh aB ceramics, lithics, 

subsistence remains, architectural 

remains, or sub-surface features; 

• identification of the hiiitoric 
context applicable to the site, 
providing a framework for the 
evaluative process; 

• identification of the important 
research questions the site might be 

able lo address, given the data sets 
and the context; 

• evaluation of the site's 

archaeological integrity to ensure 

that the data sets were sufficiently 
well preserved to address the research 
questionsi and . 
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Table 1. 
Georgia's Criteria for Historical Significance of Bridges, 

prepared by the Historic Preservation Section, Georgia Department of Natural Resources 

October 21, 1980 

m o~n~!~!: 
Criteria for determining the eligibility of historic bridges should be based on the standard National Reglil\er Criteria 
for Evaluation. 

More Specili.calh: 
Criteria for evaluating btoric bridges should ;nclude coru;deration of: 
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1. Into9rity of: 
a. location (in original location or moved according to historical praclices)i 

b. setting (compatibility of oond;tion of current setting with original setting); 
c. design (form, type, general an:angement); 
d. materials (original construction materials, except for elements routinely repaired or 

replaced); 
e. workmanship (signs of construction techniques, fabrication methods, craftsmanship). 

2. Represeniatitieness, the ability to characterize or typify, in terms of location, setting, design, 
materials, and/or workmanship. 

3. Singularity, the quality of being unu.sual, dIBtinotive, distinguished, or unique, in tenllB of 
location, setting1 design1 materiab, and/or worbanship. 

4. Condition, only insofar as it affeot:a formal or material integrity (note: "functional" integrity- -

the ability of a bridge to continue serving in that capacity - is not a National Register criteria for 
evaluating bridges). 

5. Ci>roM/ogy, the quality of being "suftic;ently old" for evaluaEon; m general bridges built through 
the mid-1930's [today tb would be mid-l 940s] are "suflidently old" but tb cut-oH date may vary 
according to bridge type and location; newer bridges will have to justify an exception to this rnle. 

6. Historical Association 1 in te~ of: 

a. periods, events, activities, or people in local, regional, state, or national history; 
b. bridge builders, engineers, companies. 

7. Place Association,' as part of a recognized historical 11place, 11 in terms of: 
a. traditional crossings; if it maintains the environment of an earlier crossing, it 

may be historically signilicant; 
b. associated development (mills, stores, houses, etc.). 

8. Information, the ability to yield valuable ancl/or otherwise unavailable data about historic bridge 
design, construction, materials, etc. 



RESEARCH METIIODS 

• identili.cation of important research 

questioru among all of those which 
might be a;iked and answered at the 
site. 

This approach, of course, has been developed 
for use documenting e~ibility of sites being actually 
nominated to the National Register of Historic Places 
where the evaluative process must stand alone, with 

relatively little reference to other documentation and 
where typically only one site is being conaidered. AB a 

result, some aspects of the evaluative process have been 
summarized, but we have tried to fOCUB on each 

archaeological site's ability to address significant 
research topics within the context of its available data 
sets. 

Every effort is made to provide an assessment 
of either eligible or not eligible. There are oacasions, 

however, when the initial survey does not provide 
sufficient information to allow such a determination. In 

those cases we recommend the site potentially eligible. 
Effectively this means that addrnonal investigations are 
necessary if it is critical to determine the eligibility. In 
some cases it may be more cost-effective to treat the site 
as eligible and greenspace it - that is, set the site aside 

in perpetuity, ensuring that it is not affected by 
construction or subsequent maintenance activities. 

While greenspacing may be an effective management 
tool, it should be realized that such an undertaking 
carries considerable responsibilities - and liabilities 
should greenspacing not be maintained. 

In assessing the e~ibility of the Ogeechee 
Road bridge across the Springfield Canal a somewhat 
different approach bas been used. The National 
Research Council, T ransporlation Research Board has 
carefully docurnenh:d attempts to develop decision 
making criteria for historic bridges (Chambedan 1983). 
Although nearly two decades old, the document is 
carefully written and in1partially presents the history of 
preservation in bridges on federal highways. Tbe work by 
the Georgia Depa.rlment of T ransporlation, in 

conjunction with the Georgia Department of Natural 
Resources, represents one of the earliest efforts to 

develop a technique for evaluating the e~ibility of 
historic bridges, The approach used (see Table 1) is 
described by Chamberlan as b.,,ed on "mod.ilied 

National Register methods. 11 

Our assessment of tbe Ogeechee Road bridge 
folloWB the system outlined by Georgia. Although more 
intuitive than numerical ranking systems, the Georgia 

approach also does not include criteria which are clearly 

not appropriate for eligibility considerations, such as 
11preservation potential,1111aesthetics,n and "accessibility." 

WhJe these, and other, considerations may be valid in 
terms of how significant bridges are managed, they do 
not seem appropriate for consideration in the eligibility 

process. 

This project included both archaeological and 
architectural components. The archaeological study 
included the excavation of ahovJ tests at 25-foot 
intervals in those areas adjacent to Ogeechee Road 

where it was possible to do so. Excluded were are.., of 
concrete or asphalt, all well as yard areas in currently 

occupied structures. 

All shovel tests were approximately one-foot 

square and were excavatad to subsoil, UBUalJy about 0.8 
to 1.5 feet below the surface. All soil. were screened 
through V<-inch mesh and soil profiles were recorded.., 
appropriate, using Munsell soil colors. All shovel tests 
were backfilled at the completion of the work. 

The architectural survey consisted of a brief 
evaluation of standing structures, with the goal of 
determining whether they were at least 50 years old. If 
they were, we anticipated documentation of the 

structure suf&cient to allow a determination of 
eligibility. Otherwise we anticipated documenting that 
the structure was not at least 50 years old. In the case 
of the bridge structure we felt that the documentary 
research strongly suggests an age in excess of 50 years, 
so the issue here involved documentation adequate to 

allow a determination of eligibility by the lead federal 
agency. To that end wa look photographs and make a 
scale drawing the existing bridge. 

Laboratory Methods 

During the field investigations the artifacts 
recovered were consistently "modem" in appearance. 
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For example, all naik were wire nails, the bottle glass 

included specimeru wifu colorful printed labels, bits of 
plastic were recovered., and we failed to identify any 
materials which could be considered pre-1950. 
Although we did complete a Georgia State Site Form 
for the remains identified during the survey, it did not 
seem necessary, or even appropriate, to curate the 

remains. AE a result, the specimens were examined in 
the field, tahulated, and not col!eded. 

A. a result, the laboratory processing of the 
collection was limited to the production of an inventory. 
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FINDINGS 

The Archaeoloe<ical Survey 

On 1he northeast corner we found a standing 
slrnclure which wae still occupied. Na shovel testing was 

conducted in this quadrant. On the southeast corner we 
found an occupied house and yard, with a board fence 
about 20 feet horn the edge of the canal. Na shovel 
testing was conducted in this area. 

Ta the southwest of the proposed bridge 
replacement we found an open grassed lat which ;,, being 
used as a convenient cut-through from Victory Drive to 

Ogeechee Road. A series of three shovel tests were 
excavated in this area, about 25 feet from the road edge 
and each on an east-west line about 25 feet apart. These 
shovel tests revealed an array of mod.em debris, 
including chicken bones, fragments of metal canB, 

identifiable soft drink and beer bottles, plastic utenail 
handles, and similar materials. None of the arnfacts, 
b.owever, were over 50 years in age and none appear to 

be associated with any structure or domestic activity. 
They all appeared to represent. roadside trash. This 
scatter of debris was not assigned an arahaeological site 

number. 

In contrast, the northwest quadrant revealed 
the concrete slab foundation of a structure which had 
been demolished within the recent past. In this area a 
series of three shovel tests were excavated, about 20 feet 

from the road edge and each on an east-west line about 
25 feet apart. All three shovel tests revealed n1aterials. 

Shovel Test l, situated closest to the canal, 
contained one fragment of three fragments of clear 
battle glass, one fragment of molded milk gl .. s, nine 
wire cut naJ fragments, six fragments of window glass, 
and one fragment of melted glass. 

Shovel Test 2, situated 25 feet to the west of 
Shovel Test l, yielded one fragment of clear bottle 
glass, one fragment of brown bottle glass, one fragment 

of a ceramic tile, one wire cut natl fragment, one widow 

glass fragment, and one porcelain electrical insulator. 

Also present in this shovel test wai> a quantity of coal, 

brick rubble, and hard portland cement mortar. 

The final shovel test, 25 feet west of Shovel 
Test 2, contained no artifacts, but did produce what 
appeared to be an intact brick foundation wall about 0.3 
foot below the modem ground surface. 

The shovel tests exhibit a profJe of very dark 
gray;,,h brown (10YR3/2) sandy loam about 0.9 to 1.2 
feet in depth overlying a yellowh brown (10YR5/8) or 
very pale brown (10YR7/4) fine sand snbsoJ. Shovel 
T esls 2 and 3 exhibit considerable d;,,turbance with 
mixed soil profJes and evidence of diJiturbance to depths 
of at least 1.2 feet. This disturbance ;,, likely the reault 
of razing the slrnclures and/or removing the demolition 
debru. 

These materials were assigned si~ numhet: 

9CH907. The central UTM coordinates are 488600E 
and 3546645N and the site has an elevation of about 
9 feet above mean sea level (Figure 7). I ts dimensions 
are not well documented, since we investigated only a 
small area. However, we know that site extends wi;stward 

horn the canal edge at least 80 feet and extends 
northward from Ogeechee Road at least 25 to 50 feet. 
It ill like\y that these remains repre;ent the demolition 
of a structure present on the site and shown on the 
1954 Sanborn Insurance maps and demolished by the 
City within the past several years in anticipation of the 

drainage improvement project. 

Site 9CH907 possesses a number of data sets, 
including seemingly intact features, architectural 

remains, and at least a few kitchen-related materials. 

These materials, however, all appear to represent items 
deposited within the last 75 to 50 years. Moreover, 

those specimens which may be daBSilied as modern (i.e., 
less than 50 years old) dominate the collection, 
overwhehning the few obviously alder items (such as the 
porcelain insulator). 
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In addition, the 
context of these remains 
has been significantly 
affected by the 
demolition. At this point 
it appears that the 
demolition of the 
structure resulted in 

considerable mixing of 
deposits, as well as 

damage lo below grade 
features. 

believe 
We do 

that 
not 

these 
remains are able to 

address significant 
research questions. The 

topics they might 
address, such as refuse 

disposal practices and 
the slaluB of the 
occupants, can be 
addressed through 
historic and 
documentary research. 

Tb is especially true 
given the disturbed 
nature of the site. 

~---~ 

igure 7. Loc~tion of identified site on the Savannah USGS topographic map. 

AB a result, we 

recommend this site not eligible for inclusion on the 
National Register and, pending the opinion of the lead 
federal agency and the concurrence of the State Historio 
Preservation Officer, no additional n1anagement 
activities are recommended. 

Architectural Assessments 

There is one standing structure (side the bridge 
iteelf) within the proposed APE. It is a ca. 1950 single 
story frame house with synthetic siding set on a CMU 
foundation (Figure 8). Tb structure, because of its 
age, is not recommended eligible for inclusion on the 
N alional Register of Historic Places and, pending the 
opinion of the lead federal agency and the concurrence 
of the State Historic Preservation Officer, no additional 

management activities are reconunended. 
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Our assessment also included the bridge itself. 
This structure might more accurately be described as a 
brick arched culvert. It measures 20 feet 10 inches in 
length and 30 feet b inches in width (center of curb to 
center of curb). It consists of a brick arched opening 
measuring 10 feet 4 inches in width slightly off­
centered in the north wall. The arch width and 
placement cannot be discerned on the south wall since 
that portion of the structure has faJed and is currently 
be shoned up by metal coffer dam panels. These restrict 
access to that portion of the structure. 

The brick arch has been constructed using a 
hard fired reddish-brown bricks measuring 8% (varying 
from 8V• to 8%) by 4 by '.W• inches. Three courses of 
bricks form the arch, creating a wall about 13 inches in 
thickness. In the interior of the culvert the brick are laid 



FINDINGS 

condition in all areas 
except m the tidal 
range, where there is 
considerable erosion 

and loss of rnorlar. 

The C'Urbs 
were constructed of 

four courses of 

gm.dually inset brick, 
which were then 
covered with the 
same mortar to 

create a capping. In 

many areas this iB 
damaged and has 
fallen off, exposing 
the undedying brick. 

Figure 8. Standing house and general bridge area, view to the northeast. Examination 

of the deck reveal. 

m American bond (4/1), while the arch itself is laid up 
m American runnmg bond. 

Th~ north and south side wall. of the culvert 
are laid usmg a hard frred reddish -orange brick 
measuring SV• by 
4 by 23!. mches. 
The walls exhibit 
an American bond 

with three stretches 
over a course of 

headers. These 
wall. are also 13-
inches, or 3 bricks, 
m width. 

All of the 
mortar joints 
exhiliit a smooth 
joint and a hard 

port-land cement 

mortar with 
abundant flakes of 
shell, likely oyster. 
These joint appear 

to be in sound 

11/2 inches of asphalt 
over a 7-inch thick concrete slab. There is center 

expansion joint running north-south. Below the 
concrete is about a foot of clay fill, which senred as the 
bed for the road surface. On the edges, beyond the 
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of evaluating the 
significance o-f this 
~cture we again 

return to Table 1. 
First, and most 
fundamentally, it is 

likely that the 
structure exhibits 
the time depth to 
be considered for 
ehgihility. 

igure 10. South wall of the brick arch culvert, looking north. Note the effort to shore the 
collapsing wall. 

T h e 

integrity of the 
Ogeechee Road 
bridge is mixed. 
While it is at its 
original location (a 
culvert being 
difficult lo move 
under the best of 

concrete roadway, 

with a brown loam. 

the brick arch was infi.lled 

In all respects the structure appears to date 

from the twentieth 
century. The hard 
mortar, the hard 
fired brick, the use 
of clay 0.9 the fill, 
and the 
construction 

technique are all 
typical of ca. 1920 
th.rough l 950 
construction 

techniques. This 
correlates well with 
the historical 
research, which 

suggests g. 

construction date 
post-1914 and pre-
1961. 

circumstances), the 
s~tting has 

changed dramatically over the past 30 years. Likewiser 

wluk the original workmanship was excellent, the bridge 
has been poorly 1naintained and today the south side 
wall has completely ·separated from the arch and is 

In terms Figure 11. Interior of the arched culvert, showing brick construction and bonding pattern. 
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leanmg precariously to south. The "fix" has been to 
drive metal panels in the canal adjacent to the bridge, m 
an effort to shore up the failing side. This repair 
dramatically affects the mtegrity of the structure. 

It is difficult to characterize the 
"representativeness" of this structure since there is no 

list of brick culverts mamtamed by either the City, 
Chatham County, or the Georgia Department of 
T raruiportation (which does not mepect structures less 
than 20 feet in length and, for some reason, has not 
inspected tins structure). Likewise, we cannot comment 

on the "aingularity" of the structure, since there is no 
inventory. 

In tennB of condition there is no question that 
the bridge is in very poor condition. In spire of the 
damage to the side wall, the City has not posted a 
weight limit on the structure, so it is likely that the 
damage continues to worsen, even with the attempt to 
shore up the south wall. 

We have been unable to identify any significant 
historical association for the structure. There is no 
indication that it was conceived of as anything other 

than a n1ore permanent solution to the road crossing 
than a wood bridge. Likewise, while the structure may 
represent a WP A activity, we have been unable to 

identify any docwnentation for the structure in any city, 
county, or state file. It is unlikely that the structure was 

designed by any aignilicant engineer or was constru.cied 

by any historically significant bridge company. It was 
likely a local projecl, usmg local materials and 
constructed to local speci&cations. 

In the context: of "place association,'' the 

bridge appears to have little significance. Although the 
Ogeechee Road is a historic road, and while the 

Springfield or Minis Canal is likewise hlstoric, thi. is 
not a significant crossing or one which is intimately 

associated with the canal or its operation. Nor does it 
appear to be associated with any specific development, 

such as stores or mills on the edge of the canal in this 

location. 

Finally, we do not believe that the culvert 
contains any signilicant information concerning bridge 

design, construction, or use of materials. What 
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information this particular structure c.an conmbute, we 

believe, bas been recorded during thi. study. 

AB a result, we recommend the brick arch 

culvert al the Ogeechee Road crossing of the Springfield 
canal as not eligible for inclusion on the National 

Register of Historic Places. Pendmg the opinion of the 
lead federal agency and the concurrence of the State 
Historic Preservation Officer, no additional 

management activities are recommended for this 

culvert. 



SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study involved the examination of an area 

(defined as the area of potential effect, or APE) 
meaBuring about 120 feet east-west by 130 feet north­
south surrounding the proposed Ogeechee Road bridge 
replacement over the Springfield canal on the southwest 
side of Savannah in Chatham County, Georgia. The 
City of Savannah proposes to remove the existing bridge 
and replace it with a structure about the same width, but 
about 40 feel in length. In addition there would be 
some recutting of the aanal banks, placement of rip-rap, 

and other construction activities. Tb report, conducted 
for Thomas and Hutton Engineers, provides the results 
of the investigation and iB intended to assist that 
organization comply with their historic preservation 
resporuiiliihtiea, likely stenuning from an Army Corps of 
Engineers permit. 

The investigation found conaiderable modern 
disturbance in the northeast and southeast quadrants of 
the APE. In the southwestern quadrant a variety of 
materials were encountered in shovel testing, but all 
were modern and no archaeological site was defined. In 
the northwest quadrant of the APE a series of three 
shovel teats identified primarily twentieth century debn., 
assigned the archaeological site number 9CH907. This 
site has been recommended not eligible for inclusion on 

the National Register since it does not appear able to 

a.ddi:ess signili.cant teEearch quern.ans. 

The architectural study identified one standing 
structure which wJI be razed in the course of the 
project. This structure, a single story house with 

synthetic siding and set on a CMU foundation, does not 
appear to meet the age requirement for the National 

Register and is therefore recommended not ehgilile. No 
further management activity IB recommended for thiB 

location. 

The bridge propooed for replacement might 
better be defined as a brick arched culvert. Based on 
both documentary reBearch and an aasessment of the 

materials and techniques used in construction, this 

structure was likely built after 1919 and priorlo 1961. 
We tentatively suggest a date of between 1920 and 
1940 for its construction. Since that time the bridge 
has fallen into disrepair. Becau•e of the traffic weight 
on the bridge, perhaps coupled with the nature of the 
subsoils, the south side wall has failed, separating from 
the arch and leaning outward. In an effort lo stabilize 
this bridge, the City has erected metal coffer dam 
panels. 

The bridge was recorded using color 
photograph and scaled plan and profile drawings. When 
the Criteria for lfutorical Signilicance developed by the 
HiBtoric Preservation Section of · the Georgia 

Department of Natural Resources is apphed to this 
bridge (or culvert), we tecommend it not ehgilile for 
inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. 

It is possilile that additional archaeological 
remains may be encountered in the substation during 
construction activities. A. always, the utility's 
contracrtors should be advised to report any discoveries 
of concentrations of artifacls (such as battles1 ceramics, 

or projectile points) or brick rubble lo the project 
engineer, who should in turn report the material lo the 
State Historic Preservation office, or Chicora 

Foundation (the process of deahng with late discoveries 
is discussed in 36CFR800.13(b)(3)). No further land 
altering activities should take place in the vicinity of 
these discoveries until they have been examined by an 

archaeologist and, if necessary, have been processed 
according lo 36CFR800 .13 (b )(3). 
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